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Instrumental and Noninstrumental 
Procedural Justice: Differential 
Effects on Organizational 
Citizenship Behavior 
Aizzat Mohd. Nasurdin 
T. Ramayah 
The purpose of this paper is to examine the differential effects of the instrumental 
and noninstrumental components of procedural justice on the two components 
of organizational citizenship behavior (OCBO and OCBI). Based on the social 
exchange framework (Blau, 1964), the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960), 
and the "group-value" model (Lind & Tyler, 1988), a study was conducted 
among Malaysian employees working in the hotel industry. Regression analyses 
on a sample of 188 employees showed that instrumental procedural fairness 
had a positive and significant effect on OCBI instead of OCBO. On the other 
hand, noninstrumental procedural justice had a positive and significant impact 
on OCBO instead of OCBI. Hence, both hypotheses were not supported. 
Findings and implications for managerial practice are discussed. 
Introduction 
Organizations in the new millennium are faced with intense competition resulting 
from globalization and market liberalization. In this new environment, the ability 
to offer high quality services to its customers has become the key proposition 
for a service provider. Given that the service businesses are labor intensive, 
employees play a critical role in determining the levels of service quality and 
delivery (Woodruffe, 1995). The hotel industry is no exception. Mullins (1992) 
reported that its dependence on human resources is higher than other industries. 
On a similar note, Go and Pine (1995) argued that the quality of services provided 
by hotels is determined to a large extent by the behaviors of people producing 
the services. In this regard, hotels require employees who are willing to perform 
beyond their call of duty. These types of behaviors are known as organizational 
citizenship behaviors (OCBs). Bowen and colleagues (1999) argued that 
citizenship behaviors are considered important in delighting customers because 
no one can specify in advance the full range of actions that an employee might 
have to do in response to unpredictable customers' requests. One critical issue 
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that affects an employee's decision to perform organizational citizenship behavior 
is fairness. This is because fair treatment of employees will lead to fair treatment 
of customers (Bowen et al., 1999). Therefore, understanding the impact of justice 
on organizational citizenship behavior is deemed necessary. 
Over the past decade, overseas scholars have given much attention in 
investigating the influence of procedural justice on OCB (Moorman, 1991, 
Moorman et al., 1993; Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Farh 
et al, 1997; Moorman et al., 1998; Masterson et al., 2000; Alotaibi, 2001; Aryee & 
Yue, 2001). A majority of these studies were carried out in the United States 
except for a few cases (Farh et al., 1997; Alotaibi, 2001; Aryee & Yue, 2001) where 
the samples were drawn from other countries like Taiwan, Kuwait, and Singapore. 
Similarly, some local studies on the relationship between organizational justice 
and OCB have been reported (Nasurdin, 2001; Tan, 2001, Lau, 2003, Lau et al., 
2003; Nasurdin & Ramayah, 2003). However, the dimensionality of the construct 
used in three of these Malaysian cases followed Organ's (1988) categorization. 
In the other two studies (Lau, 2003; Lau et al., 2003), the OCB construct was 
divided into two meaningful components according to its beneficiaries following 
Williams and Anderson's (1991) recommendation. The first category relates to 
citizenship behavior directed at achieving organizational goals (OCBO) whereas 
the second category concerns citizenship behavior targeted at helping other 
individuals (OCBI). Given the importance of exploring the predictors of citizenship 
behavior according to its targets (Moorman, 1991), this research seeks to examine 
the differential effects of the instrumental and noninstrumental components of 
procedural justice on the two components of OCB (OCBO and OCBI). 
Review of Literature 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) is a type of discretionary work 
performance exhibited by employees. Such behaviors help improve organizational 
efficiency and effectiveness by contributing to resource transformations, 
innovativeness, and adaptability (Organ, 1988). Since OCB falls outside one's 
formal role requirements, employees are usually not rewarded for engaging in 
such behavior nor are they punished for not doing so (Organ, 1988). According 
to Organ (1988), OCB can be operationalized as consisting of five dimensions 
consisting of altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic 
virtue. Due to the overlap in these behavioral elements, Williams and Anderson 
(1991) suggested that these dimensions of OCB be combined and further 
reclassified into two distinct subgroups: organizationally-focused behaviors 
(OCBO), and interpersonally-focused behaviors (OCBI). Sportsmanship, 
conscientiousness, and civic virtue fit in the former category whereas altruism 
and courtesy are behaviors that fit in the latter category. 
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Williams and Anderson's (1991) classification is consistent with Barr and 
Pawar's (1995) extended conceptualization of the OCB taxonomy. According to 
Barr and Pawar (1995), differences between the construct definition and 
subsequent operationalization of OCB may have attributed to the inconsistent 
patterns of results across studies. These authors proposed that an employee's 
OCB be further classified according to the intended recipient or target of the 
behavior such as those directed toward one's coworkers, supervisor, and 
organization. According to Kaufman et al. (2001), Williams and Anderson's 
(1991) two-component categorization is considered one of the most promising 
conceptualization of the OCB construct. 
Procedural Justice and Organizational Citizenship Behavior 
Procedural justice refers to a person's evaluation about the fairness of the process 
of making outcome allocation decisions (Greenberg, 1990). Specifically, procedural 
justice reflects the extent to which an individual perceive that outcome allocation 
decisions have been fairly made according to the organization's formal procedures 
and from the treatment given by the authorities in enacting those procedures 
(Moorman, 1991). Lind and Tyler (1988) suggested that there are two distinct 
sets of concerns associated with procedural justice. The first concern is known 
as the instrumental component, which reflects the types of formal procedures 
used to make outcome allocation decisions. These procedures not only offer 
employees control over the outcomes they will receive but help ensure that the 
outcomes obtained are fair. Leventhal (1980) who initially referred to this 
component as formal procedural fairness argued that evaluations of justice would 
depend upon the presence or absence of procedures that is fundamental to the 
fair distribution of rewards. In an organization, the use of fair decision-making 
procedures will reassure its members that their interests will be protected and 
advanced as long as they maintain their membership status. Over time, members 
are likely to feel proud of their institution (Tyler et al., 1996), which in turn, may 
motivate them to reciprocate by developing favorable behaviors that benefits 
the organization responsible in mandating these procedures. This explanation is 
consistent with those of Bies and Moag (1986). According to these authors, 
employees' perceptions of fairness in formal procedures governing decisions 
will lead them to generalize their reciprocation to the entity to which the procedures 
are attributable. In addition, employees would hold the organization accountable 
for any perceived injustices associated with formal procedures used in making 
outcome decisions and subsequently react to the employing organization (Folger 
&Cropanzano, 1998). 
Past studies (Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; and Masterson et al., 2000) provided 
empirical evidence for the positive relationship between justice concerning formal 
procedures and organizational-related behaviors (like organization-directed 
citizenship behavior). In social exchange (Blau, 1964) where the norm of reciprocity 
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(Gouldner, 1960) is central, it is logical to posit that the instrumental component 
of procedural justice will influence employees' likelihood to engage in extra-role 
citizenship behaviors that are aimed at benefiting the organization in general 
rather than specific individuals. Therefore, the first hypothesis developed in the 
present investigation is: 
H}: Instrumental procedural justice will be more positively related to OCBO 
than OCBI. 
The second concern is called the noninstrumental (relational) component, 
which relates to the interpersonal treatment given by organizational authorities. 
This noninstrumental aspect is also known as interactional justice (Bies & Moag, 
1986). The "group-value" model proposed by Lind and Tyler (1988) is associated 
with this particular aspect of procedural justice. According to the "group-value" 
model (Lind & Tyler, 1988), fair treatment received from decision-makers implies 
that the individual is a respected, valued, and worthy member of the institution. 
These feelings of respect, worth, and favourable social standing experienced by 
organizational members may stimulate them to reciprocate by engaging in extrarole 
citizenship behaviors. Following Bies and Moag's (1986) earlier argument 
regarding reciprocation, employees are likely to attribute the fair interpersonal 
treatment received to the specific supervisor responsible in enacting the decision 
making process, which in turn, will lead them to target their reciprocation to that 
person. This line of thought is consistent with those of Folger and Cropanzano's 
(1998). According to these two scholars, employees tend to hold the supervisor 
accountable for any perceived injustices associated with the treatment given in 
making outcome decisions and subsequently react to the particular person. 
The above explanation is consistent with Blau's (1964) interpretation of 
social exchange where actions indicating positive regard for employees 
attributable to specific individuals in the organization (for instance, the 
supervisor) purportedly create feelings of obligation to reciprocate (Gouldner, 
1960) the donor. This sense of indebtness will only be reduced when the donor 
is benefited through the effort of the recipient (Greenberg & Westcott, 1983). 
Since citizenship behavior has been viewed as an acceptable commodity for 
reciprocation (Settoon et al., 1996), one way in which subordinates can pay back 
their supervisors for the fair treatment received would be through the display of 
citizenship behaviors that benefits the supervisor. Additionally, Settoon and his 
colleagues (1996) suggested that as the relationship between the subordinate 
and supervisor becomes closer, that is, as the quality of the leader-member 
exchange increases, feelings of obligation to reciprocate the supervisor may 
spillover to other individuals (such as coworkers) with whom the supervisor 
depends on. 
Earlier researchers (Moorman, 1991; Masterson et al., 2000) supported the 
existence of a positive linkage between interactional justice judgments and 
supervisor-related behavioural outcomes (like supervisor-directed citizenship 
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behavior). Within the social exchange (Blau, 1964) framework, it is reasonable to 
conjecture that the noninstrumental component of procedural justice will influence 
employees' likelihood to exhibit extra-role citizenship behaviors that are aimed at 
benefiting other individuals (such as the supervisor and coworkers) rather than 
the organization per se. Therefore, the second hypothesis put forth in the study 
is: 
H : Noninstrumental procedural justice will be more positively related to OCBI 
than OCBO. 
Theoretical Framework 
Conceptualization of Variables 
Based on the discussion made in the literature review section, the criterion 
variable in this study is OCB (OCBO and OCBI). The predictor variable is the 
instrumental and the noninstrumental dimension of procedural justice. The 
relationships between the study variables are depicted in Figure 1 
Independent Variable 
Instrumental P. Justice 
Noninstrumental P. Justice 
^ 
W 
Dependent Variable 
Organization-Directed 
Citizenship Behavior (OCBO) 
Individual-Directed 
Citizenship Behavior (OCBI) 
Figure 1: Research Framework 
Methodology 
Subjects, Procedure, and Measurement 
Data was gathered from non-supervisory hotel employees working on the island 
of Langkawi. A total of 500 questionnaires were distributed with the help of the 
hotel's human resource managers. The "drop-off and "pick-up" method was 
employed. Respondents were given two weeks to answer the questionnaires. In 
all, 188 questionnaires were returned representing a response rate of 37.6%. The 
predictor variables in this research are the instrumental and noninstrumental 
components of procedural justice. Three positively worded items each was used 
to gauge each component of procedural justice adopted from Niehoff and 
Moorman (1993). Responses to the items were made on a 7-point scale (1 = 
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strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree). The criterion variables are the two 
forms of OCBs (OCBO and OCBI) measured using 7 items each adopted from 
Williams and Anderson (1991). These two variables were assessed via 
supervisory ratings. For OCBO, three items were negatively phrased and had to 
be reverse-coded. All the seven items for OCBI were positively worded. Responses 
to the items were made on a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly 
agree). 
Method of Analysis 
Since extra-role prosocial behaviors (like organizational citizenship) can be 
influenced by demographic factors following the suggestions made by earlier 
researchers (Krebs, 1970; Brief & Motowidlo, 1986; Van Dyne & LePine, 1998), 
seven personal variables were controlled in the statistical analyses. In the present 
investigation, the two main hypotheses were tested using hierarchical regression 
(Cohen & Cohen, 1975). 
Results 
Profile of Respondents 
The sample profile is shown in Table 1. 
From Table 1, it can be observed that of those who completed the survey, 
111 (59.0%) were males and 77 (41.0%) were females. For marital status, 102 
respondents were married (54.3%) and 79 were unmarried (42.1%) with the 
remaining 7 (3.7%) being either divorced or widowed. In terms of ethnicity, the 
sample consisted of 168 Malays (89.4%), 3 Indians (1.6%), 1 Chinese (0.5%), and 
16 others (8.5%). Regarding education, 86 (45.8%) have LCE or lower, 75 (39.9%) 
have MCE, 8 (4.2%) have HSC/STPM, 18 (9.6%) have diploma, and only 1 (0.5%) 
holds a degree. The respondents came from various work departments as follows: 
31 front office (16.5%), 30 food and beverage (16.0%), 77 housekeeping (41.0%), 
11 kitchen (5.9%), 4 maintenance (2.1 %), 17 administration (9.0%), and 18 others 
(9.5%). 
Descriptive statistics for selected demographic variables and the study 
variables were computed as portrayed in Table 2. 
As seen from Table 2, the mean age for the sample is 36.97 years with a 
standard deviation of 8.67 years. On the average, respondents have been in their 
jobs for 4.28 years with a standard deviation of 2.52 years. The mean organizational 
tenure for the sample is 5.78 years with a standard deviation of 2.39 years. The 
mean value for instrumental procedural justice was 5.17 (SD = 1.14) whilst the 
mean score for the noninstrumental dimension of procedural justice is 5.29 (SD 
= 0.96). Finally, the mean value for OCBO was 5.18 (SD = 0.86) whereas OCBI has 
a mean score of 5.19 (SD = 0.96). 
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Table 1: Sample Profile of the Respondents 
Demographic Variables 
Gender 
Marital Status 
Race 
Educational Level 
Work Department 
Categories 
Male 
Female 
Single 
Married 
Divorced/Widower 
Malay 
Chinese 
Indians 
Others 
LCE/SRP or below 
MCE/SPM 
HSC/STPM 
Diploma 
Degree 
Front Office 
Food and Beverage 
Housekeeping 
Kitchen 
Maintenance 
Administration 
Others 
Frequency 
111 
77 
79 
102 
7 
168 
1 
3 
16 
86 
75 
8 
18 
1 
31 
30 
77 
11 
4 
17 
18 
Percentage (%) 
59.0 
41.0 
42.1 
54.3 
3.7 
89.4 
0.5 
1.6 
8.5 
45.8 
39.9 
4.2 
9.6 
0.5 
16.5 
16.0 
41.0 
5.9 
2.1 
9.0 
9.5 
Table 2: Descriptive Statistics of Demographic and Study Variables 
Variable Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Age (years) 
Job Tenure (years) 
Organizational Tenure (years) 
Instrumental Procedural Justice (IPJ) 
Noninstrumental Procedural Justice (NIPJ) 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior-Organization (OCBO) 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior-Individual (OCBI) 
36.97 
4.28 
5.78 
5.17 
5.29 
5.18 
5.19 
8.67 
2.52 
2.39 
1.14 
0.96 
0.86 
0.96 
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Factor Analyses of Study Variables 
A principal component factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted to 
validate whether the two components of procedural justice are distinct. In 
interpreting the factors, only a loading of 0.50 or greater on one factor and 0.35 
or lower on the other factor are considered (Igbaria et al., 1995). The results of the 
factor analysis yielded a 2-factor solution where the total variance explained was 
68.45%. The KMO measure of sampling adequacy was 0.78 indicating sufficient 
intercorrelations while the Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was significant (Chi square 
= 408.11, p < 0.01). One item for each factor had to be omitted due to high cross-
loadings. Similarly, another factor analysis was undertaken to examine the 
dimensionality of the dependent variable (organizational citizenship behavior). 
A two-factor solution was obtained explaining 50.81% of the total variance in 
OCB. One item was excluded due to its high cross-loading whilst another item 
was dropped because of its low loading. The KMO measure of sampling adequacy 
was 0.86 indicating sufficient intercorrelations while the Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity was significant (Chi square = 990.15, p < 0.01). The factors were 
named OCBO and OCBI respectively consistent with Williams and Anderson's 
(1991) classification. 
Reliability Analysis 
Reliability analysis was conducted for both the independent and the dependent 
variables. The results obtained are presented in Table 3. 
Table 3: Result of Reliability Analysis 
Variable 
of 
Items 
Number 
deleted 
Items 
Alpha 
Value 
Cronbach 
Instrumental Procedural Justice (IPJ) 3 1 0.85 
Nonlnstrumental Procedural Justice (NIPJ) 3 1 0.80 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior- 7 1 0.83 
Organization (OCBO) 
Organizational Citizenship Behavior- 7 1 0.77 
Individual (OCBI) 
From Table 3, it can be observed that each of the reliability coefficients 
ranges from 0.77 to 0.85, which concurs with Nunnally's (1978) minimum 
acceptable level of 0.70. Table 4 depicts the correlation coefficients between the 
study variables. 
86 
Instrumental and Noninstrumental Procedural Justice 
As portrayed in Table 4, the Pearson's correlations between the study 
variables were positive ranging from 0.08 to 0.66. All except one of these 
coefficients were found to be significant. 
IPJ 
NIPJ 
OCBI 
OCBO 
Table 4: Intercorrelation Matrix 
IPJ 
1.00 
0.66** 
0.15* 
0.08 
NIPJ 
LOO 
0.16* 
0.13* 
OCBI 
1.00 
OCBO 
0.52** LOO 
** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05 
To test for the first and second hypotheses, the instrumental and 
noninstrumental components of procedural justice were regressed on to the two 
dimensions of OCB. Table 5 presents the results of the hierarchical regression 
analysis. 
Table 5: Results of Regression Analysis: Impact of Instrumental and 
Noninstrumental Procedural Justice on OCBO and OCBI 
Independent Variables 
Control Variables 
Gender (1 = Male) 
Age 
Marital Status (1 = Single) 
Race (1 = Malays) 
Educational Level 
Job Tenure 
Organizational Tenure 
Model Variable 
OCBO 
Std Beta 
(Model 1) 
-0.07 
-0.16 
-0.14 
0.09 
0.11 
0.27* 
-0.10 
Instrumental Procedural Justice 
Noninstrumental Procedural 
Justice 
R2 
Adj. R2 
R2 Change 
F Change 
0.08 
0.04 
0.08 
2.08* 
Std Beta 
(Model 2) 
-0.07 
-0.17 
-0.14 
0.11 
0.12 
0.31** 
-0.14 
0.01 
0.18* 
0.12 
0.07 
0.04 
3.33* 
OCBI 
Std Beta 
(Model 1) 
-0.15 
-0.01 
-0.07 
0.10 
-0.01 
0.17 
0.07 
0.11 
0.07 
0.11 
2.88** 
Std Beta 
(Model 2) 
-0.15 
-0.02 
-0.08 
0.12 
-0.01 
0.22 
0.03 
0.16* 
0.08 
0.15 
0.11 
0.04 
4.39* 
** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05 
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From Table 5, on comparing the R2 values for the two dimensions of OCB, it 
can be concluded that the control and model variables of the study explained 
more variance in OCBI (R2 = 0.15) than OCBO (R2=0.12). When the seven control 
variables were entered in the first equation, the R2 obtained for OCBI was 0.11 
and OCBO was 0.08. These results suggest that personal variables were able to 
explain 11 percent of the variance in OCBI and 8 percent of the variance in 
OCBO. From the beta-values, only job tenure was found to have a positive 
influence on OCBO ((J = 0.27, p < 0.05). 
From the second model, it can be seen that the instrumental component of 
procedural justice has a positive and significant effect on OCBI ((3 = 0.16, p < 
0.05). The noninstrumental dimension, however, had no significant relationship 
with OCBI. Additionally, it can be observed that the noninstrumental component 
of procedural justice has a positive and significant effect on OCBO (p = 0.18, p < 
0.05). The instrumental dimension, on the other hand, had no significant 
relationship with OCBO. In sum, these findings failed to provide support for 
both Hj and H r 
Discussion, Implications, and Limitations 
The objective of the current study was to examine the differential effects of the 
instrumental and noninstrumental components of procedural justice on the two 
components of OCB (OCBO and OCBI). The regression results demonstrated 
that judgments about fair formal procedures failed to foster organizationally-
focused OCB. Instead, formal procedural fairness leads to greater display of 
interpersonally-focused OCB. This finding contradicts that of earlier researchers 
(Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Masterson et al., 2000). One plausible reason for this 
finding may be related to the sample itself. In this study, the subjects surveyed 
consisted of non-supervisory employees. Hence, they may attribute the fairness 
in formal procedures to specific individuals responsible in enacting these 
procedures particularly the supervisors with whom they frequently interact. In 
social exchange (Blau, 1964), employees are likely to reciprocate by engaging in 
citizenship behaviors that benefits these individuals. Furthermore, as the quality 
of subordinate-supervisor interactions increases, such feelings of obligations 
to pay back the supervisor may be extended to relevant others with whom the 
supervisor depends on. 
Interactional fairness, on the other hand, plays an important role in 
determining organizationally-focused OCB instead of interpersonally-focused 
OCB. Similarly, this discovery is not consistent with those obtained by earlier 
scholars (Niehoff & Moorman, 1993; Masterson et al., 2000). It is possible that 
interactional justice may be perceived by the workers to be resulting from the 
organization's own initiatives. This is because actions of organizational 
authorities may be viewed as representing actions of the organization itself 
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(Levinson, 1965). Within the social exchange context (Blau, 1964), employees are 
inclined to reciprocate by performing citizenship behaviors that benefits the 
organization. 
One interesting finding from this investigation concerns the greater display 
of citizenship behavior targeted at other individuals than citizenship behavior 
targeted at the organization in general. This phenomenon may again be related 
to the sample. The respondents were mostly Malays who have been noted for 
their reverence to authority (Abdullah et al., 1992) and respect for elders 
(Abdullah, 1992). According to Abdullah (1992), leaders at the workplace are 
perceived as having higher status and are often considered as "wise elders". 
Thus, when employees judged themselves to be recipients of fair dealings, they 
are likely to experience a sense of gratitude to their leaders (for instance, 
supervisors) and may deem it necessary to reciprocate the latter rather than the 
organization via citizenship behaviors. 
From a practical perspective, one can conclude that in order to enhance 
organization-directed citizenship behaviors, organizational authorities must treat 
their employees fairly. In this regard, managers and supervisors alike need to 
improve their interpersonal skills. In addition, to elicit individual-directed 
citizenship behavior, fair procedures must be implemented in a consistent manner. 
The results of the present study are tempered with three limitations. First, 
the use of cross-sectional data limits inferences concerning causality between 
the predictor variables and the criterion variables. A longitudinal approach would 
improve one's ability to make causal statements. Second, the sample in this 
study was derived from employees within the hotel sector alone. Hence, the 
external validity of the findings may be somewhat limited. Third, there may other 
personal, occupational, organizational, and cultural elements apart from 
procedural justice that are likely to influence employees' decisions to perform 
organizational citizenship behaviors. Future researchers interested in this area 
should try to explore these factors. 
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